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SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeals of Ohio reviewed Jason Hodges's challenge to the denial of his

motion to suppress evidence in an OVI case. The court held that the trooper had reasonable suspicion

to extend the traffic stop and conduct field sobriety tests based on the totality of the circumstances,

including the late-night stop, bloodshot eyes, strong odor of alcohol, and Hodges's admission that he

had consumed six beers. The court overruled the assignment of error and affirmed the trial court's

judgments.
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affirmed

Jason Hodges appealed after the Licking County Court of Common
Pleas denied his motion to suppress evidence. He had pleaded no

contest to OVI.

Review of a motion to suppress presents a mixed question of law and
fact. The appellate court accepts the trial court's factual findings when
supported by competent, credible evidence but independently
determines whether those facts satisfy the applicable legal standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trooper had reasonable, articulable suspicion that Hodges was driving under the influence

sufficient to extend the traffic detention and administer field sobriety tests.

2. Whether the trial court properly denied Hodges's motion to suppress evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. An officer may administer field sobriety tests after stopping a vehicle for a minor traffic offense when
the request is separately justified by reasonable suspicion, based on articulable facts, that the motorist is

intoxicated.

2. The trooper had reasonable suspicion that Hodges was driving while intoxicated and was justified in

conducting field sobriety tests.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A police officer may perform field sobriety tests after the officer stopped the vehicle for a minor traffic
offense, when “the request is separately justified by a reasonable suspicion based upon articulable facts that

the motorist is intoxicated.”” (916)

“Viewing the totality of the circumstances through the eyes of a reasonable and prudent police officer, the
trooper had a reasonable suspicion that Appellant was driving while intoxicated and was justified in
conducting field sobriety tests.” (118)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Trooper Maust stopped Hodges after observing him drive 58 miles per hour in a 45-mile-per-hour zone. During
the stop, Maust observed that Hodges had glassy, bloodshot eyes, smelled a strong odor of alcohol on his breath,
and admitted that he had consumed six beers earlier in the day. The stop occurred at 11:44 p.m. on a Saturday,

after which Maust asked Hodges to exit the vehicle and perform field sobriety tests.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hodges was arrested and charged with OVI under R.C. 4511.19(A)(1)(a) and (d). The trial court held a
suppression hearing, denied the motion, and found that the traffic stop was proper and that the officer did not

impermissibly extend it by requesting field sobriety tests. Hodges then pleaded no contest and appealed; the
Fifth District affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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